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Executive Summary
This project examines the Troubled Building Initiative in Chicago, a housing recovery program 
that targets the city’s worst buildings in an effort to preserve the affordable housing stock found 
within the city. Primarily focused on the years 2009-2016, this project seeks to better understand 
how Chicago was impacted by the housing foreclosure crisis and how the city, specifically through 
TBI’s multi-family housing program, responded to the crisis. Through demographic analysis, 
Chicago’s changes in population, income, home value, and recently built housing stock sheds light 
on how the city has transformed throughout and after the housing crisis. The project then shifts 
to analyzing TBI more directly, detailing the process that TBI uses to target hazardous or unsafe 
buildings in addition to spatially mapping out where in the city the Initiative has been operating. 
The project also analyzes how many buildings have entered a state of “success,” as defined by the 
Initiative, and whether or not this “success” is actually beneficial to the surrounding communities. 
Through several case studies of neighborhoods with a high level of TBI activity, this project 
looks at how population changes and TBI activity may impact each other. Neighborhoods with 
TBI activity are also compared to the overall city in terms of factors such as property values, 
population decline, and income in order to determine if TBI is really targeting the parts of the 
city that need the most help. Finally, this study will provide several recommendations for the 
Initiative.
Acknowledgements
I would like to thank the University of Illinois and all of my professors. Special thanks to 
Professor Andrew Greenlee for his patience, insights, and encouragement. 
Table of Contents
1 2
Introduction........................................................................................3
Mapping Tool......................................................................................4
Chicago History & Demographics...................................................5
Foreclosure Crisis..............................................................................12
TBI Overview.....................................................................................16
Neighborhood Case Studies.............................................................23
Discussion...........................................................................................31
Conclusion..........................................................................................34
References...........................................................................................38
Like many Midwestern cities, Chicago has been plagued by a history of racist housing and 
lending practices that created an all too familiar segregated city. With this segregation came 
increased poverty and crime, a combination that feeds into a self-fulfilling prophecy leaving many 
trapped or displaced from certain parts of the city. Various neighborhoods in Chicago have also 
been subject to high levels of deteriorating buildings, abandoned or vacant lots, and landlords 
that aren’t willing or sometimes just not able to help, leaving residents to fend for themselves. 
These problems were also exacerbated by the housing and foreclosure crisis that came with the 
Great Recession, but this isn’t unique to just Chicago. Several years after the Great Recession 
the nation began to recover. However, many predominantly Black neighborhoods located in the 
urban center of cities are still being impacted by lingering effects of high levels of foreclosures 
combined with a history of segregation (Dreier et al. 2014). This is where the Troubled Building 
Initiative (TBI) steps in. 
The purpose of this report is to better understand how effectively and where in the city the 
Troubled Building Initiative has been working. Additionally, this report will look into the 
Initiative’s response to the foreclosure crisis and what impact is being made in the neighborhoods 
where TBI operates. But first, it’s important to understand the general makeup of the city. Who 
lives where? What changes in racial makeup, household income, and age of buildings has the city 
seen in the past decade? How have foreclosure rates impacted certain neighborhoods? All of these 
questions need to be analyzed before looking into TBI’s role and the changes or lack of changes it 
has made to the city. Finally, this project seeks to address the potential gentrification that may be 
happening in neighborhoods with a heavy TBI presence and provide several recommendations 
that the Initiative can utilize to combat the issues discussed. 
Introduction Mapping Tool
In order to better understand TBI’s spatial impact on Chicago, this project has created an online 
story map detailing where in the city TBI’s targeted buildings are located to go along with the 
analysis. This offers up several useful mapping options. One, the story map is able to visually 
display where exactly current buildings targeted by TBI can be found within the city. Two, the 
map creates the opportunity for new targets to be added, allowing for the map to constantly 
evolve and grow as the program continues its efforts, as well as displaying year by year where TBI 
has focused its attention. Third, each individual target can display additional unique information 
such as a specific address, how many units are in the building, the current TBI stage that the 
building is in, as well as any other pertinent information. Fourth, the map is able to contrast 
where TBI is focusing its activity with various other demographic trends, such as the racial 
makeup of the city, median income, and number of foreclosure filings. This enable users to 
compare TBI’s efforts with other important changes or trends happening in the city which allows 
for users to visualize TBI’s presence in a comparative fashion. 
In addition to the general display of TBI targets and demographic analyses, the story map also 
allows for various specific images of TBI targets from different years to be collected. These images 
can highlight several distinguishing factors further showing the impact that TBI has had. First, 
these images can show the physical nature of buildings in the years leading up their involvement 
with TBI, showing users the history of the physical nature of individual properties. Continuing 
from there, these images show the state of the building once TBI has begun to target it. Finally, 
the images can show what happens to the building in the years following its involvement with 
TBI. Overall, the story map enables users to gain a detailed understanding of each building that 
TBI has targeted and see the changes that these properties go through. The story map also givers 
the public, building owners, or tenants an opportunity to engage by adding images that help 
to flesh out the story of the building and how TBI has made an impact. Specifically, images of 
interior renovations or rehabilitations or images of the overall neighborhood around TBI targets 
could be added to add to the history and context of TBI’s work. 
Link to Story Map: 
https://univofillinois.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapJournal/index.html?appid=432b945eb-
09f43688a9f67d34e78e51f&edit
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Chicago History & Demographics
Population Loss
The story of Chicago’s population can almost be split into two distinct eras. There is the era of 
growth, and then there is the era of decline. Going back as far as 1840, Chicago’s population 
saw consistent growth for about 40 years, increasing from 4,500 in 1840 to a little over 500,000 
in 1880 (Figure 1).  From 1880 to 1930 the growth in population exponentially increased. 
Between 1880 and 1890 the population grew by about 120% to 1,100,000. From 1890 to 1900 
the population grew another 55% resulting in a total population of 1,700,000. For the next thirty 
years Chicago’s population saw fairly regular growth, increasing by about 25% every ten years. 
By 1930 the population was almost at 3,400,000. The era of growth continued for the next two 
decades, although not at as fast of a rate. By 1950 Chicago reached its largest population at a 
little over 3.6 million. It was then in 1950 when the era of decline began. Between 1950 and 
1990 Chicago’s population decreased every decade, ending up at just under 2.8 million in 1990. 
During the 1990’s, the city actually saw a slight increase of about 4% in its population. However, 
this growth didn’t last long because from 2000 to 2010 the population dropped by about 7% to 
2.7 million. From 2010 to 2013 the city started to see a slight growth again, increasing by about 
25,000 persons. The population then remained somewhat stable through 2014. By 2015 there was 
a small decline of around 5,000 persons. However, from 2015 to 2016 this decline grew to around 
10,000, dropping the total population back to where it was in 2011. While this a generally small 
population loss compared to the total population of 3 million, the decline seen in the past couple 
of years does raise potential concerns, especially if the pattern of decline continues at a consistent 
rate.
Spatial Population Decline 2010-2016
Between 2010 and 2016 Chicago saw a total population increase of about 10,000 persons, for a 
total increase of 0.35%. This is not an extremely significant change, especially considering that 
most of the change came between 2010 and 2011. However, there is still a spatial pattern of 
where in the city growth was seen to be concentrated during this time (Figure 2). Three main 
neighborhoods experienced the highest rates of growth during this six-year span: The Loop, the 
Near South Side, and the Near West Side. Many of the census tracts within these neighborhoods 
saw populations that almost doubled in size, or more than doubled in size. 
 
Looking farther north, there is a blend of slight growth mixed with slight decline in most of the 
neighborhoods. But, while there might not be a clear cluster of growth or decline, the prominence 
of census tracts experiencing some sort of growth appears to outweigh those experiencing 
decline. 
 
Similar to the neighborhoods on the north side of the city, many neighborhoods on the west 
side appear to have experienced more growth than decline during this short time period. The 
south side of the city is where decline in population becomes more prominent. However, it is also 
important to note that this isn’t highly concentrated decline. Rather, the decline in the south side 
is a more widespread and dispersed decline. Specifically, neighborhoods like Englewood and West 
Englewood display a higher concentration of population decline, but generally, southern census 
tracts have seen some type of decline with only a few exceptions.
Figure 2: Chicago Population Percent Change 2010-2016Figure 1: Chicago Population Change 1840-2010
5 6
Chicago History & Demographics Chicago History & Demographics
>50%
0%
<-50%
Percent Change
Segregation 
Historically, Chicago has been known for engaging in racist housing practices and policies that 
led to a segregated city still in existence today. Certain lending and mortgage practices restricted 
Chicago’s Black population to the poorer parts of the city and has kept this population there for 
decades. “By definition, segregation creates minority-dominant neighborhoods, which, given the 
legacy of redlining and institutional discrimination, continue to be underserved by mainstream 
financial institutions” (Rugh & Massey 2010). In addition to being underserved financially, these 
same segregated areas are typically associated with poverty and unemployment. 
With the exception of neighborhoods such as Rogers Park and Uptown, there is little to no 
presence of the Black population found in any of the northern neighborhoods (Figure 3). Instead, 
the Black population has been confined, in a sense, to several western neighborhoods and the 
southern part of the city, which have also historically been the poorer parts of the city. Not 
only are there staggeringly greater numbers of the Black population in western and southern 
neighborhoods, but the Black population makes up over 90% of the total population for majority 
of the census tracts in these neighborhoods. 
Declining Black Population 2010-2016
The story of a segregated city doesn’t just end with the Black population being confined to the 
west and south sides, however. Chicago has also started to see a more recent decline of its Black 
population (Figure 4). From 2010 to 2016, the city’s predominantly Black neighborhoods, found 
in the west and south sides, have seen drops in their Black population throughout a majority 
of their census tracts. There are only several census tracts in many of these neighborhoods that 
saw slight increases in their Black population. Furthermore, neighborhoods like Englewood and 
Auburn Gresham only have one or two census tracts that experienced growth, while the rest saw 
decline. 
In contrast, the north side is where majority of the growth in the Black population has occurred 
during this time period. However, this growth does not cover the entire northern part of the city. 
Rather, northern neighborhoods have experienced scattered growth as well as decline. It is also 
important to note that these same areas, while experiencing what appears to be large growth or 
large decline of the Black population, are relatively small total numbers. For majority of these 
census tracts the Black population started off with extremely low numbers, sometimes less than 
100 total Black persons. Therefore, any increase or decrease in total count makes it appear as 
though there is a significant percent change, when in reality it may be fairly negligible.
Figure 4: Percent Change Black Population 2010-2016Figure 3: Percent Black Population 2010
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Median Home Value
In terms of the change in home values from 2010 to 2016, majority of the city saw some sort of 
decline (Figure 5). This plays into the lingering impact of the housing foreclosure crisis causing 
home values throughout the city to continue to drop. While the overall map shows general 
decline throughout the city, there is also a subtle pattern showing a greater decline in home values 
the farther out from the core downtown area one gets. This pattern, however, while holding true 
as one goes farther west and south from the central downtown area, does not remain true the 
farther north one gets. In many of the northern neighborhoods there is a pattern of slight growth 
or no major change, as opposed to the decline seen in many of the other outer neighborhoods. 
Only in neighborhoods where there was also a large amount of population growth (i.e. the core 
downtown neighborhoods) was there also a corresponding increase in home values. Furthermore, 
the areas with large Black populations, the western and southern neighborhoods in particular, 
experienced some of the highest rates of home value decline during this time period. 
Median Household Income 2010-2016
Identifying how the city is comprised based on income illuminates just how concentrated 
wealth is in the city (Figure 6). Given the short time period there isn’t too significant of a 
change, however, there are several noticeable patterns when looking at the percent change in 
household income throughout the city. First, the northern part of the city has experienced a 
more concentrated increase in household income. Majority of the census tracts in northern 
neighborhoods, with few exceptions displayed some sort of household income increase. On the 
other hand, the southern part of the city, while still experiencing some dispersed growth, has 
noticeably more census tracts that experienced a decline in median household income. This helps 
to illustrate how not only is the south side made up of neighborhoods with lower household 
incomes when compared with the north, but many parts of the south side are also experiencing 
decline in their household incomes. It appears as though for many poor parts of Chicago, 
they are only getting poorer. But, this isn’t the case for some of the neighborhoods on the west 
side. In places like Humboldt Park, majority of the census tracts actually experienced growth. 
The concentrated growth in the north appears to have expanded out into many of the western 
neighborhoods, even though the total median household income for these places is not as high. 
 
One particularly interesting neighborhood closer to the central downtown is the Near West Side. 
This neighborhood is surrounded by tracts experiencing increases in household income, but there 
is a pocket of about 4 census tracts that have seen decline in household income. Interestingly, this 
is the same story for many southern and western neighborhoods during this six-year span. These 
parts of Chicago have a large mixture of household income growth and decline, in contrast to the 
core downtown and northern part of the city. 
Figure 5: Median Home Value Percent Change 2010-2016
Figure 6: Median Household Income Percent Change 2010-2016
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Housing Stock Built After 2000
While not a perfect measure for understanding what communities are being invested in by 
the city, the percent of an area’s housing stock that has been built recently (after the year 2000) 
does speak to what areas are attracting new development (Figure 7). In Chicago the highest 
concentration of housing stock built after the year 2000 is found in the central downtown 
neighborhoods around the Loop neighborhood and then continues into several neighborhoods 
on the north side, as well as extending slightly to the south into neighborhoods like Oakland. 
These are the same neighborhoods with greater household incomes and home values. 
 
However, in the far western and southern parts of the city, there is a clear lack of new housing 
stock. This certainly doesn’t have to mean that an area isn’t being invested in, but when combined 
with additional factors like lower median household income and population decline, it becomes 
apparent that many of the same areas with significantly fewer new developments are also where 
the city has seen decline in the Black population and lower household incomes. 
Figure 7: Housing Stock Built After 2000
Foreclosure Crisis
As the housing bubble collapsed, igniting the Great Recession, foreclosure rates also began to 
skyrocket, and Chicago was no exception. However, certain parts of the city were hit much 
harder than others. As it was noted earlier, many racially and socioeconomically segregated areas 
are typically financially underserved. Because of this, segregated parts of cities in America, like 
Chicago’s west and south side, made it attractive, and quite simple, for real estate brokers to target 
minority populations with predatory lending practices such as subprime loans (Rugh & Massey 
2010). Areas that had historically been targeted by practices like redlining, which acted to limit 
certain populations from receiving capital, were now the targets of subprime lenders. As Rugh 
et al. points out, this capitalized on segregation, “to perpetuate and profit from a dual housing 
market stratified by race” (2015). In Chicago, this meant predominantly Black neighborhoods 
were being targeted by predatory lending practices before the housing market crash, laying the 
foundation for a market destined to fail. According to Hyra & Rugh, there was a disproportionate 
number of loans coming out of predominantly Black communities with, “high interest rates or 
other subprime features, such as introductory teaser rates, prepayment penalties and balloon 
payments” (2016). Communities with increased Black/White segregation, on a more national 
scale, were also found to have more subprime loans (Hyra et al. 2013). Furthermore, many 
subprime loans in these communities ended up defaulting, resulting in a wide array of Black 
neighborhoods being struck with high levels of foreclosures. Minority populations were typically 
hit the hardest, especially in regards to foreclosures (Bromley et al. 2008), and the largest profits 
came from the backs of these same minority groups who were being targeted by racist and 
discriminatory lending practices. Therefore, the segregation of cities like Chicago actually paved 
the way and played a crucial role in setting the scene for the foreclosure crisis. 
In a 2008 study on racial segregation, it was found that Black borrowers in 2006 were actually 
three times more likely to receive a subprime loan as opposed to a prime loan, among a sample 
of lenders who went bankrupt in 2007. On the other hand, the same study found that White 
borrowers were more likely to receive a prime loan. Additionally, when looking at lenders who 
did not go bankrupt, it was found that Black borrowers were just as likely to receive a subprime 
loan as they were a prime loan (Avery, Brevoort, and Canner 2008). One study also argues that 
high levels of subprime lending in segregated communities, in addition to a decline in Black 
home ownership, suggests that segregation and predatory lending practices played a large role in 
destroying any semblance of residential stability for the Black community as well as eliminating 
much of the accumulated wealth for the Black population (Shapiro et al. 2010). Many minority 
communities that were already struggling were used by real estate brokers as a means to earn 
larger profits, but this in turn left minority communities in the dust when the market collapsed. 
For the purposes of this study, the impact of the housing crisis is analyzed from 2009 to 2015 so 
that the immediate effect of the housing crisis can be understood as well as Chicago’s “recovery” 
in the couple years after the collapse. 
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In 2009, foreclosure rates were staggeringly high throughout much of the city (Figure 8). 
Neighborhoods in the very north, west, and south all displayed extremely high and concentrated 
rates of foreclosure filings during this year. Only several neighborhoods in the heart of 
downtown were able to fight off high rates of foreclosure filings. However, even some of the same 
neighborhoods that experienced large population growth, increased household incomes, and high 
rates of newly built housing stock weren’t immune to foreclosures. For example, the Near North 
Side had a couple of census tracts displaying severely high rates of foreclosure, while the rest of 
the neighborhood remained at normal rates. 
2010 remained fairly consistent with 2009 (Figure 9). However, there was a slight change in 
several neighborhoods that didn’t seem to be severely impacted in the year before. For example, 
the Loop neighborhood had several census tracts displaying high rates of filings, as did the 
eastern half of the Near West Side as well as the north side neighborhood of Uptown. 
Figure 8: Foreclosure Filings 2009
By 2011, foreclosure filings began to fall citywide (Figure 10). While there were still high 
concentrations in western and southern neighborhoods, the intensity of filings began to soften. 
From 2011 to 2012 foreclosure filings remained relatively the same (Figure 11). In 2013, Chicago 
experienced a significant decline in foreclosure filings throughout the city (Figure 12). The 
highest rates were still found in the western and southern neighborhoods, but unlike past years, 
the intensity declined, and the impacted census tracts were more scattered as opposed to the high 
concentration of filings seen in years past. Furthermore, neighborhoods to the north and along 
the lake, for the most part, returned to relatively normal rates.   
Figure 12: Foreclosure Filings 2013
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Figure 9: Foreclosure Filings 2010
Figure 10: Foreclosure Filings 2011 Figure 11: Foreclosure Filings 2012
Foreclosure CrisisForeclosure Crisis
The city saw another drastic decline in 2014 (Figure 13). While there were still several census 
tracts in the southern and western neighborhoods, the overall city appeared to be relatively stable 
in terms of foreclosure filings. This demonstrates a potential recovery from the housing and 
foreclosure crisis, but still highlights how the west and south side of Chicago continue to struggle 
the most. 2015 saw a general increase in foreclosure filings when compared with 2014 (Figure 14). 
More census tracts in both western and southern neighborhoods displayed higher rates of filings 
than in the previous year. However, the northern neighborhoods remained in relatively stable 
conditions in terms of foreclosure filings. 
All in all, the foreclosure crisis in Chicago hit the neighborhoods that were predominantly 
Black the hardest from 2009-2015. Furthermore, while a large portion of the city struggled with 
foreclosures between 2009-2011, by 2015 there were only two distinct parts of the city that still 
had noticeably high levels of foreclosure filings, the west and south sides. 
Figure 13: Foreclosure Filings 2014
TBI Overview
With a better overall understanding of what has been happening in the city both historically and 
more recently in terms of city demographics and the impact of the foreclosure crisis, the analysis 
will now shift to looking at what role TBI has played in helping the city recover. Although TBI 
began operating in the city in 2003, this report will analyze the Initiative’s presence and impact 
on Chicago’s multifamily housing stock beginning in 2009 and running through the end of 2016. 
This will allow for a better understanding of how TBI responded to the housing and foreclosure 
crisis. 
First things first, the Initiative is headquartered in Chicago’s city government in the planning 
department and works with several other agencies, including the Community Investment 
Corporation (CIC), to target run-down or “troubled” buildings that are negatively impacting 
or becoming a hazard to their surrounding neighborhoods. TBI uses the housing court and 
receivership process to work with existing landlords in an attempt to make appropriate changes, 
or to find responsible receivers for the buildings who will oversee the rehab process. One reason 
why the housing receivership process and finding responsible receivers for buildings is so 
important is because typically, owners of multifamily units operate and maintain their property 
differently than an owner-occupied unit. Multifamily owners are usually interested in what rate 
of return they can get on their property and may not invest in a unit if the neighborhood market 
conditions suggest declining values (Colon 2012). Because of this lack of investment, many 
properties end up deteriorating and becoming unsafe for their tenants. In these situations, the 
housing receivership process allows for the control of a building to be removed from its current 
owner and placed in the hands of a property management expert (Colon 1986). Not only does the 
receivership process eliminate any uncertainty the housing court may have in the current owner, 
but it places the targeted building in the reliable hands of someone with housing rehabilitation 
experience. 
 
The Troubled Building Initiative is one of the few city programs that targets buildings using 
the housing court and receivership process. As a tool used by the housing court, receivers are 
appointed if buildings have hazardous conditions, properties are abandoned or have unsafe 
conditions, the building can be stabilized by a receiver, or when the current owner of the building 
is unable or unwilling to make repairs. The receiver’s role is to act as an arm of the court in order 
to ensure that the property in question is maintained or rehabbed to a safe condition. Examples of 
duties can include porch demolition/repair, interior clean out, property security, and wall repairs. 
In the right hands, the housing receivership process can provide “an orderly, speedy, and relatively 
inexpensive vehicle for transforming neglected, substandard buildings into livable dwellings” 
(Hamel 1986). 
According to CIC Director, Jonah Hess, buildings are generally referred to TBI through a variety 
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Figure 14: Foreclosure Filings 2015
of groups. The include tenant organizations, community groups, or even aldermen. After TBI 
is alerted to a potential target, the planning department uses code enforcement to determine 
what state the building is in and if the building needs to be taken to housing court. Furthermore, 
before finding a potential receiver for the building, TBI first attempts to reach out the current 
owner of the property in an effort to work with them on any needed repairs. But, if the current 
owner is unable or unwilling to make the necessary changes, TBI will use the housing court and 
receivership process to ensure that a responsible owner is put in place. 
 
TBI characterizes the buildings they are targeting by where in the building recovery or 
Figure 15: TBI Target Locations 2009-2016
receivership process they are. The 7 most common stages that buildings were found to be in are 
Under Receivership, In Court, Recovered, Stabilized, Rehab In Process, Demolished, and Need 
Case. There were several others used by the Initiative, but these varied from year to year and only 
represented a small percentage of total buildings. 
 
According to CIC Director, Jonah Hess, there isn’t one particular path that buildings take while 
a part of the Initiative. This is because the process will vary for each building depending on what 
the current situation is and what type of work needs to be done. Hess also noted that there are 
two final stages that TBI usually identifies as “success” or when a building is finished being a TBI 
target, and these are either becoming Recovered or Demolished. Typically, TBI seeks to prevent 
any unnecessary demolitions and prefers for buildings to enter the Recovered stage. 
As Jonah Hess noted, TBI also works closely with other citywide housing programs, specifically 
the Micro Market Recovery Program. This program targets smaller geographic areas struggling 
with foreclosures in an effort to help with neighborhood stabilization. The Micro Market 
Recovery Program’s major goal is to reoccupy vacant buildings and help keep residents in their 
homes even as a building goes through foreclosure. Specifically, this program has several targeted 
communities in neighborhoods on the west and south sides. The west side neighborhoods 
include North Belmont Cragin, Belmont Cragin, Austin, Humboldt Park, and East Garfield 
Park. The south side neighborhoods include Grand Boulevard, Chicago Lawn, Englewood, West 
Woodlawn, Auburn Gresham, Chatham, North Pullman, and West Pullman. 
 
Overall, TBI has targets in 201 of the 800 or so total census tracts in the city. This means that TBI 
is present in about 25% of the city’s census tracts. There is a heavy TBI presence in neighborhoods 
in the west and south sides, and a more scattered presence running from the northwest part of 
the city to Rogers Park. Interestingly, in the 7 neighborhoods of Lakeview, Lincoln Park, West 
Town, Near West Side, Near North Side, Loop, and Near South Side, there are only 12 total 
buildings that TBI is targeting. In contrast, some neighborhoods on the west and south sides have 
significantly more targets by themselves. For example, Austin has over 30 buildings being targeted 
by TBI and Englewood has about 20. 
From 2009 to 2016, TBI targeted a little over 1,100 buildings. 404 buildings, or 36.5%, were 
labeled as under receivership. About 22% of the targets were in court. As this shows, almost 60% 
of all the targeted buildings were in the process of being acquired by TBI during these years. 
13.5% of the targets were listed as recovered, while 2.5% were demolished. Therefore, about 16% 
of the targets from 2009-2016 ended up in a state that TBI considers to be as completed. But, are 
these targets really in neighborhoods or communities that need the most help? The next several 
sections will attempt to answer that question. 
According to CIC Director, Jonah Hess, there isn’t one particular path that buildings take while 
a part of the Initiative. This is because the process will vary for each building depending on what 
the current situation is and what type of work needs to be done. Furthermore, the Initiative 
typically seeks out to first work with or put pressure on the current building’s owner rather 
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Table 1: TBI Funding
Table 2: TBI Total Units Reached
Funding
Before understanding TBI’s response to foreclosures, changes in property values and income, 
this study will look at TBI’s funding and how effective it was from 2009 to 2016. TBI receives its 
funding from the Community Development Block Grant, one of HUD’s oldest funding programs 
aimed at local community development. From 2009 to 2011 the Initiative had total anticipated 
funds of $2,000,000 (Table 1). In 2012 the anticipated funds grew to just under 3 million, before 
dropping to 2.2 million in 2013. From 2014 to 2016 anticipated grew back to 2.7 million for 2014, 
then 2.8 million for the last two years. 
In 2009 TBI spent 66% of its anticipated funds and reached 85% of the 750 projected units 
(Table 2). In 2010 116% of total anticipated funds were spent and just under 100% of projected 
units were reached. In 2011 95% of anticipated funds were spent and 172% of projected units 
were reached. This was TBI’s most productive year, as they were able to spend less than their 
anticipated funds and also reach almost twice as many units as they had projected. From 2012 to 
2014, TBI over exceeded its spending. This resulted in one of TBI’s least productive years in 2012 
where only 67% of projected units were reached. In 2013 and 2014 a little over 100% of projected 
units were reached. Finally, in 2015 and 2016 about two-thirds of the anticipated funds were 
spent by TBI, which resulted in 80% and 62% of the projected units being reached respectively. 
Interestingly, both 2015 and 2016 indicate TBI’s effectiveness has somewhat slowed down because 
not only are they spending close to two thirds of their expected total funds, but in both years, 
they are not reaching their projected unit total either. In fact, in 2016, TBI only reached 62% of its 
projected units, or 466 total units, the fewest number of units reached between 2009 and 2016. 
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than going through the receivership process. But, in cases where the building owner refuses to 
make changes or just can’t afford to make changes, TBI uses the housing court process to find 
responsible owners or receivers for the buildings. However, Hess also noted that there are two 
final stages that TBI usually identifies as “success”, and these are either becoming Recovered or 
Demolished. 
Figure 16: TBI Recovered & Demolished Targets 2009-2016
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Chicago has seen a decline in property values in majority of its census tracts between 2010 and 
2016. Of the 784 census tracts counted in this study for median home value, 675 had declining 
property values. Furthermore, 19 tracts saw home values decrease by 50% or more. Eight of 
these tracts did not have any TBI activity. The remaining 11 tracts had about 70 total TBI targets. 
Overall, Chicago’s median home value dropped by 16% throughout the entire city. Among tracts 
with a TBI presence, the median home value dropped by 22%. 
Problem Landlords
Finally, since TBI uses the housing court and receivership process to deal with building owners 
who aren’t keeping their buildings in a safe condition, it’s also important to know where the 
city has had issues with landlords (Figure 17). The accompanying map highlights where the 
“Problem Landlords” are located in the city, according to the City of Chicago. Problem landlords 
are characterized by the city as having “...had two or more administrative hearing causes brought 
against them and were found liable or defaulted to one or more serious building violations.” 
 
In addition to the Problem Landlord List, the City of Chicago also keeps track of landlords who 
do not keep in line with the Scoflaw Ordinance. The Scoflaw Ordinance is “...designed to prevent 
landlords that refuse or refrain from correcting ongoing building code violations from receiving 
city contracts, including those that subsidize housing. Building owners must have at least three 
residential buildings with uncorrected violations and have had three or more properties referred 
to Circuit Court within the applicable 12-month period to be eligible for the list.”
The purpose of including both of these lists in this study is to show the areas in Chicago that 
have had issues with landlords and the maintaining of buildings or the treatment of renters. The 
southern neighborhoods have struggled the most with difficult property owners, and western 
neighborhoods like Humboldt Park, Lawndale, and Austin have also seen several cases. It’s 
these same neighborhoods that also have the highest concentration of TBI activity. Interestingly 
enough, as of 2016 only two properties out of the 59 total on the Problem Landlord and Scoflaw 
lists overlapped with TBI targets. This indicates that TBI’s targeted buildings do not necessarily 
coincide with buildings that the city has indicated have difficult landlords. This could prove 
problematic in the future if buildings with problem landlords are left unchecked because this may 
lead to a quicker deterioration of properties. 
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TBI vs. Lasting Impacts of the Foreclosure Crisis
The first way this report will attempt to determine whether or not TBI is targeting communities 
and buildings with the greatest need is by looking at the lasting impacts of the foreclosure crisis. 
As noted earlier, citywide foreclosure filings significantly declined from 2009 to 2015, but the west 
and south sides were found to consistently struggle with foreclosures even in 2015. Upon deeper 
analysis, 16 census tracts in the city (all on the west and south sides) showed significant struggles 
with foreclosures, as they had 40 or more filings per 1000 mortgageable properties between 2010 
and 2016. Only four of these tracts did not have any TBI presence. Therefore, 75% of census tracts 
in the city that saw significantly high levels of foreclosure filings in 2015 were being targeted by 
TBI in some fashion. 
When the level of foreclosure filings in 2015 is dropped to 35 per 1000 mortgageable properties, 
the city has 35 total tracts. Fourteen of these tracts did not have any TBI presence, as of 2016. 
Additionally, the remaining 21 tracts that did have some type of TBI presence had 60 total 
targets. However, the point still remains that about 40% of tracts with a moderately high level of 
foreclosure filings were not being targeted by TBI. This indicates that in terms of communities 
still suffering from the foreclosure crisis, TBI is actually not active in many of these areas.
TBI vs. Declining Black Population
In addition to certain communities struggling with high levels of foreclosure filings, many parts of 
Chicago have also experienced a declining Black population. Since, one of TBI’s major goals is to 
prevent the displacement of the local population, this analysis will look at how TBI has responded 
to areas experiencing serious decline in their Black population. 
First off, between 2010 and 2016 the whole city of Chicago saw a decline of about 4% in its Black 
population, or about 55,000 total persons. This rate of decline more than doubled for tracts with a 
TBI presence. In the 201 tracts that have TBI activity between 2009 and 2016, there was a decline 
in the Black population of 9%. 
One problem this data presents, however, is that some census tracts in the city have extremely 
small Black populations, sometimes less than 20 persons. To combat this problem, this study also 
looked at tracts that had at least 50 Black persons. Out of all tracts with 50 or more Black persons, 
there were 79 tracts that saw a decline in the Black population of over 40% between 2010 and 
2016. 47 of these tracts did not have any TBI presence. Therefore, 60% of tracts experiencing a 
large decline in their Black population were without any TBI activity. But, it is also important to 
note that about half of the tracts without TBI presence were located on the north side of the city 
where TBI generally had fewer targets and where there were relatively lower totals in the Black 
population. 
TBI vs. Median Home Value
This study also looked at how TBI impacted the overall nature of property values and then 
compare that to the overall trend seen in the city related to property values. First, the city of 
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Neighborhood Case Studies
Rogers Park
Rogers Park is one of the few neighborhoods in the northern part of the city targeted fairly heavily 
by TBI from 2009-2016. As seen in the median home sales over the past several years (Table 3), 
there were sharp declines from 2008 to 2012, which is the trend for most neighborhoods due to 
the housing crisis. However, in 2013, Rogers Park experienced a slight increase in median home 
sales suggesting that the neighborhood entered a state of recovery. 
 
It is also important to look at who is leaving the neighborhood during this time period and who 
is moving in (Table 4). In Rogers Park, both Black and White populations saw a decline from 
2000 to 2010. From 2010 to 2016 the story takes an interesting turn. While the Black population 
didn’t really decline or grow during this time period, the White population saw an increase of 
just over 25%. This raises the question, has the housing and foreclosure crisis in addition to large 
percentages of the Black population leaving certain neighborhoods paved the way for the White 
population to move into, what were neighborhoods with large percentages of Black population? 
Of all the neighborhoods that this report will investigate, Rogers Park is the only one to have a 
larger White population than Black population.
Overall, the neighborhood saw median home values decline by 23% between 2010 and 2016. 
In contrast, tracts within the neighborhood with a TBI presence experienced a decline in home 
values of only 18%, suggesting that tracts with TBI activity have property values that are declining 
at a slower rate than the rest of the neighborhood. The median household income in the entire 
neighborhood declined by 10%. For tracts with TBI activity the median income declined by 14%.
Table 4: Rogers Park Racial Change 2000-2016
Table 3: Rogers Park Median Home Sales 
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Figure 17: Problem Landlord & Building Scoflaw List
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Image 1: 7722 N Ashland Ave 2011
In terms of TBI activity in the neighborhood, Rogers Park had 10 total targets between 2009 
and 2016. As noted in a previous section, some neighborhoods on the west and south side have 
significantly more targets, but for the north side, Rogers Park has the most targets. 4 out the 10 
targets were in the recovered stage while none were demolished. 
The building to be highlighted in the Rogers Park neighborhood was listed as Recovered by 
TBI in 2013. This came after several permits were issued in 2013 for interior alterations to the 
residential units in the property and the installation of new doors, as noted by the Chicago 
Department of Buildings. Furthermore, according to the Cook County Recorder of Deeds, this 
property began the foreclosure process in 2011. The street-view images show how back in 2011 
(Image 1) the landscaping for the building was getting out of control and appears to be overrun 
with weeds. After the intervention by TBI, however, the building appears much cleaner as noted 
by the 2014 image (Image 2), although it is somewhat difficult to see just how much the building 
has changed.
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Image 2: 7722 N Ashland Ave 2014
Austin
Moving to the west side of Chicago, Austin has a similar story to Rogers Park. Between 2000 and 
2010, Austin’s Black population declined by about 20%, which resulted in a decrease in popula-
tion of just over 20,000 total persons. During this same time the White population in Austin saw 
a fairly slight increase. From 2010 to 2016 the White population saw an additional increase, while 
the Black population declined by 5%. 
 
The one major difference between Austin and Rogers Park, however, is that Austin is a predom-
inantly Black neighborhood, whereas Rogers Park is relatively mixed. Furthermore, the increase 
in White population being discussed is only about 1,000 total persons. But, this doesn’t negate the 
fact that the trend of a declining Black population and a growing White population is still present. 
It also raises the question, do increased foreclosure filings, declining home values, and a Black 
population that appears to be fleeing certain neighborhoods make it easier and more attractive for 
White persons to move into what were predominantly Black and poor neighborhoods?
In terms of overall property values, Austin experienced a decline of 31% in median home values 
throughout the entire neighborhood. In contrast, tracts within the neighborhood where TBI is 
active experienced a decline in home values of 29%. While not significantly lower than the overall 
neighborhood decline, the TBI presence in Austin does suggest that TBI activity can help com-
munities fight against home value loss. Additionally, the median income in Austin declined by 
0.4%, but tracts with TBI targets saw their median income increase by 8%. This suggests tracts 
with TBI targets are either attracting residents with higher incomes or are helping lead to greater 
economic activity. 
Table 5: Austin Median Home Sales
Table 6: Austin Racial Change 2000-2016
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TBI targeted 33 buildings, 7 of which were recovered and 1 was demolished. The demolished 
building was several two-story buildings that ended up all being demolished (Image 3). Accord-
ing to the Department of Buildings, this block of two story buildings was slated for demolition 
in May of 2013. TBI listed this property first as being In Court in early 2013, then changed it to 
Demolished later in the year. After the demolition, the tax assessed value of the property dropped 
from $6,500 to about $850, according to Zillow estimates. As the street-view images show, as of 
2017 this property was still vacant (Image 4). 
TBI listed this Austin property as Recovered in 2013. The street-view images show the building 
was boarded up dating back to 2011 (Image 5). According to the Department of Buildings there 
was a permit issued in February of 2012 for interior alterations and the replacement of wooden 
porches. It appears as though once these alterations were completed that the building was marked 
as Recovered by TBI and was still in good condition in 2016 (Image 6).
Image 3: 101-111 N Pine Ave 2011
Image 5: 1454 N Luna Ave 2011
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Image 4: 101-111 N Pine Ave 2017
Image 6: 1454 N Luna Ave 2016
Humboldt Park
It’s in Humboldt Park where the story of a declining Black population and a growing White 
population differs from the story seen in Rogers Park and Austin. Like those two neighborhoods, 
however, Humboldt Park has seen a declining Black population since 2000 (Table 8). But, the 
White population is where the story changes. From 2000 to 2010, the White population increased 
slightly by just over 10%. Between 2010 and 2016, though, the White population saw a decline of 
about 17%, which contrasts the growing white populations in both Austin and Rogers Park. So, 
why is Humboldt Park different? 
 
The first possible explanation is that Humboldt Park’s racial makeup is a lot different than both 
Austin and Rogers Park. Humboldt park is neither staggeringly Black like Austin, nor does it have 
a larger White yet still overall mixed population like Rogers Park. Instead, Humboldt Park has a 
larger Black but still fairly mixed population. All in all, it’s about a 2:1 ratio of Black to White pop-
ulations since 2000. Additionally, home sale values, as of 2013, did not see as large of an increase 
as they did in other neighborhoods, adding to the differing story. 
Property values in census tracts with TBI targets declined by 31%, while home values in the whole 
neighborhood declined by 28%. Again, this isn’t a drastic difference by any means, but it does 
contradict the pattern seen in both Rogers Park and Austin, where home values in tracts with TBI 
activity didn’t see as great of decline as did the overall neighborhood. The change found in medi-
an household income also contradicted what was seen in Rogers Park and Austin. In Humboldt 
Park, the median income increased by 18% throughout the whole neighborhood. For TBI tracts, 
the median income increased by 13%. 
Table 7: Humboldt Park Median Home Sales
Table 8: Humboldt Park Racial Change 2000-2016
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TBI targeted 19 buildings in Humboldt Park, with 4 being recovered and 2 demolished. 
According to the Cook County Recorder of Deeds, the highlighted property began the foreclosure 
process in 2012. As the street-view images show, in 2011 the building had boarded up windows 
and doors (Image 7). TBI lists this property as Demolished in 2013, and the Department of 
Buildings has a demolition permit created in October of 2013. However, as the street-view images 
also show, the property was still vacant in 2015 and actually appears to be used as a parking lot for 
surrounding buildings (Image 8).
TBI listed the highlighted property as Recovered in 2012. Interestingly, the Department of 
Buildings lists a permit for exterior and interior alteration dating back to March of 2010. As the 
street-view images show, though, the building was boarded up back in 2007 (Image 9), indicating 
that it sat in disrepair for several years before any alterations were made. In 2017, the property 
appears to be in much better condition (Image 10), and the assessed value has been around 
$43,000 since 2013, according to the Cook County Property Tax Portal.
Image 7: 836 N Monticello Ave 2011
Imge 9: 1400 N Avers Ave 2007
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Image 8: 836 N Monticello Ave 2015
Imge 10: 1400 N Avers Ave 2017
South Shore
The last neighborhood this report will look at is the South Shore. Like several other neighbor-
hoods, South Shore has a very small White population, but since 2000, this population has in-
creased from around 800 to over 1,200 (Table 10). The bigger story, however, rests with the much 
larger Black population. From 2000 to 2010, this population decreased by 18%, shrinking from 
60,000 to about 48,000. Then, from 2010 to 2016, the Black population dropped an additional 
18%, shrinking from 48,000 to 40,000. Overall, the South Shore lost about 20,000 Black residents 
since 2000. 
Out of all the tracts with a TBI presence the median home value declined by 15%, while the 
overall neighborhood declined by 17%. Once again, this suggests that TBI activity may have some 
hand in helping communities have higher home values. The median income of the neighborhood 
dropped by 8%. Tracts with TBI activity experienced a greater decline, one of 11%. 
Table 9: South Shore Median Home Sales
Table 10: South Shore Racial Change 2000-2016
TBI targeted 53 buildings, with 13 being recovered and only 1 demolished. According to TBI 
records, the highlighted property was first targeted in 2009, and was placed Under Receivership. 
As the first street-view image shows (Image 11), in 2011 the building was boarded up. According 
the Department of Buildings permit records, the building was scheduled for demolition in March 
of 2012. However, using the most up to date street-view image from 2015 (Image 12), we can see 
that the property is still vacant. Furthermore, using Zillow’s price and sales history, the property 
was sold twice since 2008. It was first sold in 2008, before demolition for $30,000. The tax assessed 
value in 2009 was also $18,000. The property was sold again in 2015, after demolition, for $15,500, 
and had a tax assessed value of just under $6,000.
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Image 13: 7605 S Coles Ave 2011
One recovered building in the South Shore was entirely boarded up by the end of 2011 (Image 
13), as can be seen from the google maps street-view picture. However, by 2015 the physical 
appearance of this building has completely changed (Image 16). The boards from the windows 
and doorways have been removed, and according to the Chicago Department of Buildings, a 
permit was created at the end of 2011 for interior alterations to be made, suggesting that both the 
exterior and interior have been improved. Additionally, TBI listed this property as recovered by 
the end of 2012. Using Zillow rental estimates and rent history, all listings for this property were 
removed by the end of 2012 with an end sale price of $660 per month. Currently, however, Zillow 
estimates that units in this property could go for around $1,000 per month. Since this sale price is 
only an estimate, it should be taken with a grain of salt, but it does suggest that the improvements 
made by TBI’s intervention have increased the overall value of the building.
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Image 14: 7605 S Coles Ave 2015
Image 11: 7819 S Kingston Ave 2011 Image 12: 7819 S Kingston Ave 2015
Discussion
Implications of Possible Gentrification 
Throughout this entire study, one overarching question has been whether or not TBI’s activity 
in connection with changing demographics is leading certain neighborhoods towards possible 
gentrification. In their study of three different neighborhoods, one being the Bronzeville 
neighborhood in Chicago, Hyra and Rugh argue that Black inner-city neighborhoods that were 
impacted by predatory lending practices in the early to mid-2000’s have been associated with 
gentrification. 
To more fully understand the history of gentrification in Chicago, this report will utilize a study 
performed by Governing.com which focused on identifying what areas in Chicago experienced 
gentrification between 1990 to 2000 (Figure 18) and from 2000 to the present (Figure 19). This 
study analyzed each census tract in the city and used several factors to come up with a frame 
of reference for what gentrification actually means. Census tracts identified as gentrified “...
experienced significant growth in both home values and educational attainment. To be eligible 
to gentrify, a tract’s median household income and median home value needed to fall within the 
bottom 40th percentile of all tracts within a metro area at the beginning of the decade. Tracts 
considered to have gentrified recorded increases in the top third percentile for both inflation-
adjusted median home values and percentage of adults with bachelors’ degrees.” Therefore, the 
Governing.com report adds a layer of educational context into the mix.
Of the 795 total census tracts in the city, 68 gentrified. Of those tracts that were eligible to gentrify 
from 1990 to 2000, majority of the ones that did end up gentrifying were located on the outer 
edges of the central downtown part of Chicago. In other words, the census tracts that gentrified 
were mostly located adjacent to areas that were already experiencing growth, both in economic 
terms and in population size. There were some outliers located further west and south of this 
downtown area, but for the most part, the tracts gentrifying were located near already growing 
areas.
Since 2000, there have been 54 of the 795 tracts that gentrified. Again, for the most part, these 
tracts are located on the fringe of the part of the city with the highest median household income, 
highest levels of population increase, and most new housing stock. Of course, there are some 
outliers to both the north and the south that also experienced gentrification. So, how does TBI’s 
efforts and impact play into potential gentrification? Before attempting to answer that question, 
however, this report must look back at the changes in population that neighborhoods with heavy 
TBI presence have experienced.  
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Figure 18: Gentrification 1990-2000
Figure 19: Gentrification 2000-Present
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Displacement of the Black Population vs. A Growing White Population
One of the biggest stories that has emerged from this analysis is that of a declining Black 
population combined with a simultaneous growth in the White population in predominantly 
Black neighborhoods. Considering that TBI’s efforts have mostly been concentrated in these same 
neighborhoods, on the west and south side, it’s crucial that the Initiative not only recognizes the 
changes happening in the communities they work in but respond in an appropriate manner. 
While the stories are not the exact same in each predominantly Black neighborhood on the west 
and south sides, there is still a fairly dominant narrative of decline in the Black population and 
a slight increase in the White population, as seen in neighborhoods like Rogers Park, Austin, 
and South Shore. In fact, with the exception of Humboldt Park, three other predominantly Black 
neighborhoods, North Lawndale, Washington Park, and Woodlawn all experienced a decline in 
their Black populations and a fairly minor, yet still noticeable, increase in their White populations 
from 2010 to 2016. 
There are also several other important factors not yet mentioned that could and are playing a role 
in the declining Black population. First, crime has often been noted as a major reason for people 
leaving Chicago. Similarly, a lack of employment opportunities could also play a significant 
role in whether or not people choose to stay in the city (Eltagouri 2017 & Moore 2018). Many 
people are simply seeking better lives that are not only safe but can provide reliable economic 
sustainability. Lastly, and most related to TBI’s work, a lack of affordable housing could prevent 
many from being able to maintain their way of life in the city. While these various factors 
were not explicitly examined for this report, they must be recognized as important variables 
in regards to neighborhood change and a change in population. As Hyra and Rugh point out, 
high levels of foreclosures are also usually associated with additional social costs, including 
increased crime rates. Therefore, the prevalence of foreclosures in Chicago’s west and south side, 
in connection with crime or unemployment, could also be a reason as to why people choose 
to leave a community, which also impacts property values (2016). However, even with all these 
various factors playing an important role in the neighborhood dynamics, the fact still remains 
that neighborhoods with a heavy TBI presence are predominantly Black and experiencing recent 
declines in their majority Black populations. 
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As previously mentioned, the two final stages of “success” for TBI targets are typically when a 
building has been Recovered or Demolished. The several case studies of demolished buildings 
show something that may not be quite that successful though. While these demolitions have 
certainly removed buildings that were hazardous to the community and may not be considered 
“unnecessary” by any means, they have left behind vacant properties waiting to be used. 
Furthermore, new developments are rare in many of these neighborhoods, which has left the 
properties demolished buildings once stood on empty for several years. While on one hand there 
is great potential in these empty lots, on the other hand, there is a likely chance that these lots 
remain empty for a long time, as they currently appear to be doing.
 
Whereas demolition is more of a last resort for TBI, the recovery of buildings is what the 
Initiative is truly seeking out. Buildings listed as Recovered by TBI seem to have short turnaround 
times on their path towards success. Unlike the demolished buildings that are remaining 
vacant, recovered buildings have shown great potential. Given the sample of buildings listed as 
Recovered, many only took about one year after TBI got a hold of them to enter the Recovered 
stage. While not every building has had this quick of a timeline, and not every building has 
entered the Recovered stage, the ones that reached this stage of “success” did so in a very timely 
manner. This suggests that buildings reaching the Recovered stage are ones that don’t take that 
long to rehabilitate. In contrast, buildings that have not entered the Recovered stage may take 
longer periods of time to move through TBI’s plan.  
Certainly, targeting troubled buildings that are hazardous to the community is an important job 
that needs to be carried out, and it not only helps create safer places but creates more attractive 
places as well. But, in neighborhoods where the majority population (the Black population for 
most of the discussed neighborhoods) is seeing dramatic declines while other populations start to 
grow, the question of potential gentrification must be raised. As noted earlier in regard to possible 
recent gentrification, the neighborhoods with census tracts experiencing gentrification are on the 
outer edges of wealthier parts of the city and suggest that the already growing parts of the city are 
expanding their growth. However, upon looking more specifically at what neighborhoods these 
are, the story unfolds even more. The five neighborhoods that saw the most census tracts gentrify 
were Austin, Humboldt Park, Lower West Side, Washington Park, and Woodlawn. 4 of the 5 of 
these neighborhoods are in areas that have not only seen heavy TBI activity but have also seen 
sharp declines in their Black populations and slight increases in their White populations. So, once 
more the question that needs to be looked at is, has TBI’s heavy presence in western and southern 
neighborhoods contributed to the gentrification of these neighborhoods and the flight of the 
Black population? TBI’s own mission is to “prevent these buildings from deteriorating into a state 
of disrepair which may lead to displacement, the loss of affordable housing, and unnecessary 
demolition.” But, is this mission really being met? 
The dilemma for TBI is that while recovering troubled buildings keeps housing options in the 
neighborhood and prevents buildings from becoming hazards to the community, it also creates 
more valuable properties which have the tendency to attract wealthier residents. According to 
Hyra and Rugh, there has been an influx of Whites into predominantly Black urban communities 
before, during, and after the housing crisis (2016). And, Shapiro associates this influx with 
increased property values, which stem from a history of minority communities being hubs for 
subprime lending practices resulting in high levels of foreclosures (2014). But, this neighborhood 
change doesn’t necessarily have to be looked down upon. Typically, increased property values 
suggest growth for communities. However, when these same neighborhoods are witnessing large 
declines in their Black populations while simultaneously experiencing gentrification in certain 
parts, it doesn’t appear to just be a coincidence. 
With this in mind, TBI must fight to ensure that the buildings it helps to recover not only remain 
an affordable housing option but remain a housing option for the local community in order 
to fight displacement. Additionally, TBI must maintain a low level of demolitions because as 
noted earlier, demolished properties are remaining vacant for many years. Finally, other factors 
like economic stability and crime also need to be addressed by the city in order to help alleviate 
many of the causes behind the population decline seen on the west and south side, but in terms 
of housing stability, TBI’s work currently seems to be a gateway for gentrification in Chicago’s 
western and southern neighborhoods. The following and final section of this study will present 
several possible program changes that seek to address how effective TBI is. 
Recommendations
There are several important lessons to take away from this study that TBI can utilize in order 
to improve how effective the program is. First is in relation to TBI’s response or lack thereof to 
the foreclosure crisis, especially on the west and south sides of the city. As noted earlier, TBI is 
active in 75% of census tracts suffering the most from foreclosure filings (40+ filings per 1000 
mortgageable properties). However, TBI is not present at all in 40% of census tracts experiencing 
a slightly less extreme level of filings, at a rate of 35 filings per 1000 mortgageable properties. 
Therefore, one recommendation for TBI is to more actively target communities that continue 
to struggle with the repercussions of the foreclosure crisis. One reason why this is important 
is because properties that go through foreclosure have a better chance of being forgotten and 
deteriorating, becoming hazards to their communities. It is also important to note that just 
because a building is foreclosed upon doesn’t mean that it is troubled. But, as stated before, filing 
for foreclosure does indicate that buildings may be left in the hands of mortgage holding banks, 
who may or may not choose to maintain the building. 
One program change stemming from this problem is for TBI to work with city policies such as 
the Keep Chicago Renting Ordinance (KCRO). The KCRO aims to keep renters in their homes by 
targeting foreclosed buildings and making the mortgage holders either allow for renters in good 
standing to remain in their homes or provide relocation funds. Furthermore, TBI should continue 
to work with city programs like the Micro Market Recovery Program and specifically target 
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certain areas that are struggling with foreclosures. By working with the KCRO and the Micro 
Market Recovery Program, TBI could work towards its goal of preventing displacement and more 
effectively target buildings going through foreclosures while simultaneously allowing for residents 
to remain in their homes. 
One other primary focus of this study is the declining Black population. As stated earlier, tracts 
with a TBI presence have seen a little over twice as much decline in the Black population when 
compared to the entire city. Additionally, 60% of tracts with a major decline (over 40%) of the 
Black population do not have any TBI presence as of 2016. That being the case, this study suggests 
that TBI turn its attention to these exact areas with an extreme decline of the Black population. 
A common theme running through this entire study has been Chicago’s history with racist 
lending practices. As previously discussed, communities with large minority populations were 
targeted by predatory lending practices which only helped lead the way for these communities 
to be wrecked by foreclosures. Additionally, to this day many minority dominant communities 
in the west and south sides have seen little new development. But, is there any way for TBI to 
combat this history of institutional racism displayed in Chicago’s west and south sides? One 
suggestion is for TBI to work with city policies like the Affordable Requirements Ordinance. This 
ordinance was created to help increase the affordable housing stock in the city by preventing 
developers from buying out of the required number of affordable units created. Therefore, TBI 
could work with the ARO, mostly on vacant properties, and offer up incentives to developers for 
properties that were demolished with the requirement of a predetermined number of affordable 
units. Finally, the ordinance would need to ensure that developers and lenders could not take 
advantage of the minority populations as they have before because this would only leave the 
communities in the same state that they were in before. 
Another area that TBI doesn’t seem to be sufficiently targeting are buildings that aren’t just 
physically “troubled,” but have problem landlords. As noted in an earlier section of this study, 
TBI only has two targets that overlap with the list of problem landlords provided by the city. By 
focusing attention on buildings noted as having difficulty with their landlords, TBI can act in a 
preventative manner to reach out to these properties. Since TBI’s efforts include first attempting 
to work with current owners and landlords, TBI already has experience in dealing with landlords. 
Therefore, TBI can work with problem landlords before buildings even have a chance of entering 
a “troubled” state. 
Finally, as it was seen in the analysis of property values throughout the city as well as throughout 
areas with a TBI presence, there is room for TBI to grow in terms of reaching areas struggling 
with declining home values. Just over 40% of properties that saw their property value decline 
by over 50% did not have any TBI presence as of 2016. Therefore, one suggestion is for TBI to 
increase its targets in communities with drastically declining property values. Furthermore, tracts 
that did have a TBI presence experienced an overall home value decline of 22% compared to the 
citywide decline of 16%. This suggests that areas where TBI has been active have been hit harder 
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by declining property values than the rest of the city. One possible explanation is that areas with 
TBI activity have a housing stock with property values that are more likely to decline in value. 
Because of this, TBI should seek a greater presence in certain areas that experience extreme 
property value decline. 
Overall, these recommendations suggest that TBI act in a more preventative manner rather than 
the responsive style it currently uses. TBI only begins to target a building once they are notified 
that said building is in a hazardous condition. This works in the sense that it allows for TBI to 
help recover buildings that have already deteriorated to a point where they need to be recovered 
or demolished, but it doesn’t allow for TBI to help stop buildings from ever entering such a 
state of deterioration in the first place. Therefore, this study suggests that TBI reshapes how it 
approaches “troubled” buildings, and rather than only responding to buildings that are already 
“troubled,” TBI should target communities that continue to struggle with foreclosures, loss of 
the local Black population, decline in property values, or have a known presence of problem 
landlords in order to prevent buildings from ever becoming “troubled” in the first place. This 
will hopefully allow for tenants to stay in their homes, maintain the affordable housing stock in 
certain communities, and prevent unnecessary demolitions and vacant lots, all of which are TBI’s 
goals already. 
Conclusion
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